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ABSTRACT
Title: A case study of six low-level Turkish EFL students' compositionswritten in English and Turkish 
Author: Adnan Efe
Thesis Chairperson: Dr. Linda Laube, Bilkent University, MA TEFL ProgramThesis Committee Members: Dr. Dan J. Tannacito, Ms. Patricia Brenner,
Bilkent University, MA TEFL Program
This synthetic/heuristic study attempted to analyze and describe the 
composing process in order to identify the factors affecting Turkish 
students' overall perfoemance and to come up with findings to improve the 
present teaching situation. There were several questions to be investiga­
ted including the possible influence of LI on composing in L2, the types of 
the writing strategies used by Turkish low-level EFL learners, and the 
influence of background knowledge of the culturally-unfamiliar topic on the 
quality of the written product. The data suggested some information about 
the influence of translation from LI to L2 on the quality of writing 
although this was not intended to be investigated. A total of 6 students 
participated in the study. The participants composed twice both in Turkish 
and in English, filled out a writing strategies questionnaire, a writing 
inventory and a personal information form including self-reports on writing 
and their difficulties in writing.
Regarding the second question (the possible relationship of cultural­
ly-unf amiliar topics on background knowledge), both the composition scores 
and the analysis of students' self-reports on writing showed that they 
shared a general sense of difficulty in composing on certain topics due to 
the lack of experience or prior training which was also supported by the 
need they had to incorporate writing with preceding discussions as one of 
the strategies in the writing strategy inventory. The relation between 
translation from LI to L2 and composing in L2 was found to be negative 
according to the analysis of the data due to the fact that it distracted 
the students' attention and led them to lose track of the ideas as one of 
the participants clearly states, "When I write in Turkish and then trans­
late, I am lost and don't know where I am going." It was also found that 
the general perception of writing played an important role in writing 
processes of low-level Turkish EFL students. The students who claimed that 
they love writing performed better than those who do not.
About the third research question, the findings revealed that low-
level Turkish EFL learners use very limited writing strategies and general­
ly stuck with overmonitoring what they write especially in terms of grammar 
and spelling. In addition to that, a striking finding is that 5 subjects 
among 6 felt the need to use the dictionary when composing.
The fourth question (the influence of writing expertise), the 
analysis of data confirmed that the cases who lacked writing expertise in 
LI produced deficient compositions in L2 because of various reasons 
including not knowing rhetorical patterns, lack of practice, and lack of 
positive transfer. On the other side, the ones who lack writing expertise 
in L2 were able to compose well in LI because of mastering it long before.
Finally, it was found, in relation to the question of writing 
strategies' transfer, that all the students who participated in the study 
seemed to transfer any strategies they had in LI to L2 writing. Their 
proficiency levels in this transfer didn't play a great role except that 
the proficient ones wrote compositions longer than the unproficient ones.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem
Writing has always been one of the problematic language skills to 
teach and to evaluate in both English as a second language (ESL) and 
English as a foreign language (EFL) contexts partly beacuse there had not 
been much research on writing until 60's and it was viewed as a complemen­
tary course to teaching grammar· Writing teachers have traditionally 
tended to evaluate the products rather than the process of writing (Brad- 
dock, Llyod-Jones, Schoer, 1963) and are ready to attribute students' 
deficiency in writing to their lack of linguistic competence which can 
simply be defined as the mastery of grammar and appropriate language use. 
They have been concerned with language acquisition, errors, correctness and 
form (Widdowson, 1978) or practise in written grammar (Taylor, 1976), 
hoping that by doing so, they would help their students improve the quality 
of writing. Starting from this point, teachers have supplied the necessary 
models for any topic to teach students how language functions in writing.
Despite this instruction, some students still write so poorly that 
past researchers felt the need to study the other factors involved. One of 
the factors is whether the student has general writing ability, or writing 
expertise as Gumming (1989) calls it, in mother-tongue. This factor is 
found to be true for many cases as stated by Gumming. It is not the lack 
of linguistic competence, but low writing competence which leads students 
to produce ill-formed or insufficient essays. Thus, two important issues 
arise: whether the students transfer their first language (LI) writing 
strategies to their second language (L2) successfully, and whether there 
are any culturally-preferred strategies used in composing.
It has been exactly the same in Turkish schools for both writing 
teachers and EFL students that students wrote weak essays regardless of 
their second language proficiencies, which led me to research the composing 
process in order to identify the factors affecting Turkish students’ 
overall performance and to come up with findings to improve the present 
teaching situation.
Purpose of the Study
The main purpose of the study is to find out more about the composing 
process of six low-level EFL students in the preparatory program of Anadolu 
University, and to contribute to knowledge about writing process and 
related factors involved· It will also fill a gap in previous research by 
analyzing EFL context since most of the research is done with ESL students. 
In addition to that, this study tries to investigate the relationship 
between the writing expertise and composing process of Turkish students as 
Gumming (1989) did for Francophone students.
Problem Statement and Research question
In order to understand why the students have problems in writing, 
this study investigates the factors involved in the composing process 
through the careful analysis of the possible effect of both LI and cultu­
rally-preferred writing strategies on L2 writing, and finally the transfer 
of these LI writing strategies to L2 writing by focusing on the following 
research questions;
1) What is the relationship between background knowledge and 
composing process?
2) What strategies do low-level EFL students use in writing:
a) Are they using limited number of strategies?
b) Is there any culturally-preferred strategies?
3) What is the possible influence of writing expertise (Gumming,
1989) on their composing process?
4) Do they transfer their LI writing strategies successfully to L2 
writing?
Operational Definitions of the Terms
The following terms which are used throughout the study need to be 
defined in order to avoid possible confusions due to the fact that they 
have been used with different meanings by the researchers so far.
Linguistic competence; It is the ability to use English grammar and 
structure correctly, and to choose appropriate words in writing in order to 
convey what the writer intends to say.
Language proficiency; This term is interchangeably used with 
linguistic competence except that as a notion it also carried a perfor­
mance-based meaning, too. It has the meaning of the level of mastery on 
English grammar and structure as well as the vocabulary. In this study, it 
is used to mean the Michigan Placement Test scores.
Writing expertise: This term means that the writer has acquired the
necessary rhetoric of writing in any language, i.e., he is able to use the 
appropriate and correct forms and structures within and organized and 
carefully planned manner in order to produce efficient and qualified 
essays. For this study, writing expertise was established through Test of 
Written English (hereafter TWE), and as the criteria set by the researcher, 
the student writers who scored four and above, accepted to have writing 
expertise.
Composing; It actually means the same as writing, except that it 
rather entails cognitive skills and abilities along with certain strategies 
including idea generating, drafting, and revising. This term is used 
interchangeably with writing.
Limitations and Delimitations of the Study 
This case study was conducted in the Faculty of Communication Sciences 
involving six students as the cases examined throughout the study. Six 
university writing teachers, three of whom are EFL writing teachers and the 
other three who are Turkish writing teachers were the raters. This study 
examined four written products from each case: two of which are in English
and the others are in Turkish. The participants filled out a Writing 
Strategies Questionnaire and a writing inventory. The researcher also 
asked the students to write a self-report on their ideas about writing 
including the problems they had experienced while writing for the study. 
This was the first limitation to the study because the subjects could give 
information that did not reflect their real problems in the writing 
situation. However, the researcher then interviewed their writing teachers 
to find out whether the information in these self-reports was correct or 
valid. All the participants' writing teachers, since there were students 
from different classes, stated that the information was true and reflecting 
their students’ ideas and difficulties.
The second but serious limitation was the writing topics assigned to 
the students. They should have been piloted before being assigned but this
was forgotten. When the researcher realised this, the data had already- 
been collected and analysis was underway.
Significance of the study
Although we can't generalize the findings of this study to every EFL 
situation and EFL student, the findings of the study will be useful to 
field researchers who are planning to do further research on composing 
process in EFL contexts, to the EFL teachers who are curious about the 
factors involved in the composing process, to those teachers who look for 
possible solutions in order to better their teaching writing, to teacher 
trainers who may follow the findings of this study as a source of informa­
tion for their pre-service student teachers, to the administrators and 
skill coordinators who have to design a writing curriculum, and to those 
EFL teachers who have a special interest in the area of writing.
CHAPTER II LITERATURE REVIEW 
History of The Problem 
Research on LI Writing
There have been two main concerns among researchers about LI writing: 
first, the effect of LI while writing in a second language in terms of 
grammar, structure, vocabulary and background knowledge; and, second the 
transfer of the literacy skills such as writing strategies acquired through 
the first language writing instruction. These two lines of enquiry are 
discussed below.
LI Interference
Traditionally, ESL teachers have emphasized the need for ESL writers 
to think and write as completely as possible only in English. The belief 
is that if ESL writers do any of their work in their first language, this 
will inhibit acquisition of L2 and will interfere with the generation of L2 
structures, due to the transfer of structures and vocabulary from the first 
language in an uncorrected way. For instance, Arapoff (1967) suggested 
that students should avoid topics related to first-hand experience because 
they may then translate from their first language into English.
As Flower and Hayes (1981) have indicated with writers of English as 
a first language writing processes are ongoing throughout a writing task, 
and writing does not begin and end with one draft. Traditional approaches 
to teaching writing falter because they do not help students to see writing 
as an evolving process. Rather, they place constraints in the path of 
writers. Such constraints can hinder the development of writing skills, 
particularly for those writers whose first language is not English. For 
example, Edelsky (1982) found that bilingua.l children who were unable to 
juggle constraints on their composing had greater difficulty in text 
production than these who were able to master composing constraints.
One composing process constraint faced by all ESL writers is lan­
guage. If ESL writers retrieve information about a writing topic from 
memory in their first language and then have to translate into English 
before writing anything down, this act of translation can lead to an 
overload of their short-term memory and to diminishment in the quality of 
the content of their writing.
Yet, evidence of a first language assisting writers can be found in 
some studies of ESL adults. Chelala (1981), Lay (1982), Johnson (1985), 
and Jones and Tetroe (1987) found that switches to the first language aided 
ESL writers in retrieval of topic information. While the first two studies 
report these findings peripherally, limited to four Chinese subjects and 
their composing in English, they investigated, among other questions, how 
much the first language is used and whether there are any patterns in the 
use of their first language when writing about a topic studied or acquired 
in their first language background. She also reports that their first 
language serves as an aid and not hindrance to writing, since her subjects 
used Chinese when they were stuck in English —  to find a key word, for 
instance. Lay notes that the greater the number of switches into the first 
language, the better the quality of the essays in terms of organization and 
ideas.
Other evidence comes from a study by Cumming (1987). He reports that 
inexpert French ESL writers use their first language to generate content, 
regardless of the language of the topic. Expert writers, in contrast, use 
translation, not just to generate content but also to generate and verify 
appropriate word choice. In this situation, these writers seem to be using 
a strategy of first language reference, where they know that first language 
will enhance their writing in English.
Transfer of literacy
In understanding the process of literacy acquisition in a second 
language, it is better to start with the fundamental psycholinguistic issue 
of transfer— more specifically, the transfer of those abilities that enable 
second language learners to utilize knowledge from one language in acqui­
ring literacy in another (i.e., how much of what we know about literacy in 
our first language can we use in becoming literate in our second lan­
guage? ) .
The strongest case for transfer of language skills has been made by 
Cummins' (1981) interdependence hypothesis, which states:
To the extent that instruction in Lx [i.e. Language x] is effective 
in promoting proficiency in Lx, transfer of this proficiency to Ly 
will occur provided there is adequate exposure to Ly (either in
school or environment) and adequate motivation to learn Ly.(p. 29) 
Cummins' claim is that there is an underlying cognitive/academic profi­
ciency that is common across languages. Thus, learning to be literate in a 
second language may be affected by literacy capabilities in the first 
language. However, Cummins also suggests that this transfer capability 
emerges only after individuals attain a threshold level of proficiency 
sufficient to permit cognitively demanding language use.
Many studies have supported Cummins' claim, and even though most of 
the research has been about reading, the generalization, based on Cummins' 
claim, has been that the same pattern would be seen with writing skills.
For example, Mace-Matluck, Dominguez, Holtzman, and Hoover (1983) studied 
English literacy among students of Cantonese language background and found 
a significant correlation between the literacy level achieved in English 
and training in Cantonese literacy prior to English instruction. Canale, 
Frenette, and Belanger (1988) found that, based on holistic scoring 
methods, students' LI and L2 writing was positively correlated, suggesting 
a common underlying proficiency in writing ability across languages. A 
study investigating reading-writing relationships for Japanese and Chinese 
speakers in both the first and second language (Carson et al., 1990) 
suggests that literacy skills can transfer across languages, but that the 
pattern of transfer seems to vary depending on the language group. On the 
other hand, they also found that writing ability does not transfer easily 
from first to second language, and this finding calls into question 
Cummins' generalization that reading and writing are skills that transfer 
easily and behave similarly.
The issue of language, apart from Cummins' notion of a threshold 
level of proficiency, must also be addressed, given that literacy and 
language skills are so closely intertwined. Wald (1987) attempts to sort 
out literacy and language skills even while he claims that both contribute 
to literacy in English. His findings were that some of the skills that 
transcend language, that is, that transferred from the first language, 
include strategies in written and spoken channels for organizing informa­
tion coherently, and experience using holistic word recognition strategies 
in reading.
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Similarly, a number of studies have indicated that regardless of a 
language prescription, writers will transfer writing abilities and strate­
gies, whether good or deficient, from their first language to their second 
language. Mohan and Lo (1985), for instance, cite a study by Das which 
indicated that students manifested similarly deficient rhetorical strate­
gies in their first language and in English. In other words, students who 
lacked first language strategies displayed a similar lack of strategies for 
writing in their second language. Mohan and Lo suggest that this defi­
ciency may be developmental— students who have not developed good strate­
gies for writing in their first language will not have appropriate strat­
egies to transfer to their second language. Edelsky’s study (1982) of the 
writing of first, second, and third graders in a bilingual program also 
indicates that writing knowledge transfers across languages. Her results 
show that writers use first language strategies and knowledge to aid their 
second language writing. She concludes that writers apply their knowledge 
about writing from their first language to writing in their second language 
in order to form hypotheses about writing in the second language.
In another study, Jones and Tetroe (1987) looked at ESL writers 
generating texts in their first and second languages. They found that 
these ESL writers transferred both good and weak writing skills from their 
first language to English. This transfer was independent of language 
proficiency, and affected only quantity of planning. They noted that 
weaker writers’ failure to use writing strategies in English was based on 
their failure to use these strategies in their first language. In other 
words, strategies that were never acquired in their first language could 
not be transferred to the second language. In contrast, Moragne e Silva's 
(1986) subject had effective LI strategies to transfer to the L2 writing 
context; her subject's first language and second language composing 
processes displayed similar high-level goal structures and problem repre­
sentations. In an analysis of Japanese and Chinese students writing essays 
in their respective first languages and in ESL, Carson, Siberstein, Kroll, 
and Kuehn (1990) conclude that the acquisition of L2 literacy skills by 
adults already literate in their first language is a complex phenomenon 
involving multiple variables.
Research on L2 Composing Process
Chelala (1981) conducted one of the first L2 writing process 
studies, using a case study approach to investigate composing and coheren­
ce, and identified effective behaviours and ineffective behaviours.
Included among the latter were using the first language for prewriting and 
switching back and forth between the first and second language, findings 
contradicted in later studies (e.g.. Lay, 1982; Gumming, 1987; Friedlander, 
1987) .
Jones (1982) investigated the written products and writing processes 
of two L2 writers, designating one poor and the other good, thus distin­
guishing between effective and ineffective writing. He concluded that the 
poor writer had never learned how to compose; and this general lack of 
competence in composing, rather than a specific lack in L2 linguistic 
competence, was the source of his poor subject's difficulty in L2 writing. 
Similar points were made by Jacobs (1982) that factors beyond linguistic 
competence determined the quality of students’ writing and by Zamel (1982) 
that competence in the composing process was more important than linguistic 
competence in the ability to write proficiently in English. Again Zamel 
(1983) found that unskilled L2 writers wrote like unskilled LI writers and 
the lack of composing competence in LI was reflected in students' L2 
writing ability, as both Hall (1987) and Arndt (1987) also found. Edelsky 
(1982) stated that knowledge of LI writing forms the basis of a new 
hypothesis rather than interferes with writing in another language, and 
fundamental LI composing processes were applied to L2 composing.
Jones (1985) set out to investigate further the factors that might 
constrain second language writers. Applying Krashen’s monitor theory to 
analyze the writing behaviours of two subjects in his study, Jones reported 
that "monitoring does not lead to improved writing" (1985, p.ll2), and he 
maintained that monitoring was, then, a factor constraining the L2 writing 
process. He speculated that Jones's study, like Zamel's (1982, 1983) 
studies, provided support for the use of process-oriented composition and 
pedagogy in L2 classes, especially in light of the call for L2 classrooms 
to be placer, enabling the acquisition of English rather than just learning 
of English, an emerging "paradigm shift" discussed by Raimes (1983). The
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studies of Hildenbrand (1985), Jones (1985), and Rorschach (1986) implied 
that certain L2 instructional approaches might not develop the composing 
competence that was intended— indeed, that certain teaching hindered the 
development of L2 writers. Furthermore, Jones (1985) commented, "It is 
worth noting that many of the proposals for improving first language 
composing are also effective in helping second language learners develop 
acquired linguistic competence" (p. 114).
Jones and Tetroe (1987) analyzed think-aloud protocols to study the 
LI and L2 planning behaviours of six Spanish-speaking L2 writers, all of 
whom were preparing for graduate study. Collecting data over a six-month 
period, they observed great variety among their subjects in the amount of 
native language use in L2 writing, as well as "some decrease in [writing] 
performance" when writing in the second language. They proposed that 
composing in a second language used "cognitive capacity" that would be used 
for other tasks when writing in the second language (p. 53). They con­
cluded that a lack of L2 vocabulary resulted in first language use in 
composing, and "that the quality, though not the quantity, of planning 
transfers from LI to L2" (p. 56). Therefore, as Lay’s (1982) work had 
earlier suggested, certain features in one’s first language writing process 
transfer to, or are reflected in one’s second language writing process.
Gaskill’s (1986) case study on revising in Spanish and English set 
out to compare LI and L2 composing processes by having four undergraduate 
subjects write in both Spanish and English. Gaskill concluded that writing 
and revising processes in English resembled those in Spanish, or as Hall 
(1987) found, L2 writers use both LI and L2 knowledge when revising. In 
another study. Gumming (1987) reported that all six of his Francophone 
Canadian adult subjects tended to use their first language for generating 
content for the three writing tasks they were given, which were personal, 
expository, and academic. He observed that whereas the inexpert writers 
consistently used LI to generate ideas, the expert writers used LI for both 
generating content and checking style, particularly with regard to diction. 
In fact, according to Gumming, the expert writers in his study did a lot of 
thinking in French, a finding contrary to that of Johnson (1985).
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Relation between One's Culture and Writing
Until the emergence of the contrastive study of culturally and 
linguistically diverse rhetorical styles, teachers viewed the deviations 
and errors made by ESL students in their writing as linguistic, caused by a 
limited knowledge of the target language and its linguistic forms as well 
as by what was termed "interference" from the native language. Although 
Kaplan's (1966) study was preceded by earlier cross-cultural linguistic and 
anthropological research (Boas, 1911; Sapir, 1949; Whorf, 1956; Lado,
1957), it was the first major study of writing that attempted to analyze 
how one's native thinking and discourse structures manifest themselves in 
the writing of ESL students. Influenced by the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, 
Kaplan, in that study, argued that his subjects revealed evidence of 
culturally-influenced styles of thought development that emerge in their 
writing in ways that can be structurally and stylistically described.
Indeed, the notions that cultures express concepts and develop 
perceptions of both the world and the relationships of various kinds in 
different ways are not new. What is new is the current attempt to integ­
rate the study of languages and their uses in society in such a way as to 
reflect differences in cultural habits and differences in styles of 
expression in various contexts, including that of written text (Mathiot, 
1979; Potter, 1981).
Recent reports from the International Association for the Evaluation 
of Achievement in written composition reveal that although certain struc­
tural and stylistic commonalities may be shared across cultures in writing 
tasks, culturally specific features of discourse are nevertheless apparent 
in the written products of students in that study. The ways in which ESL 
students express thought in writing are very strongly influenced by their 
experiences with discourse generally and written text within their own 
social and cultural context specifically.
In order to write effectively in a second language, it appears that 
one must develop the schemata (Rumelhart, 1975) related to the discourse 
forms in that target language. Thus, the L2 writer has to become familiar 
not only with the linguistic forms of the language but also with the 
discourse patterns and conventions of that language. However, as Kaplan
(1966) mentions, it is believable that the influence of the native dis­
course forms is powerful enough to manifest itself in the product written 
in the target language, and that influence has not been given a significant 
role in the writing of ESL students. Therefore, it is possible to say that 
L2 writers come into target language situations with their LI knowledge of 
what is socially and culturally appropriate in terms of writer/reader roles 
and relationships; rhetorical and stylistic conventions that govern the use 
of various genres and modes within these genres; appropriate usage with 
related genres and modes (i.e., socio-linguistic knowledge); and knowledge 
about situational features or contextual features of written text. Then, 
one can understand why such writers can still produce what has been 
anecdotally described as wooden, stilted, foreignlike prose even though 
this prose may otherwise conform to standard forms of usage at the linguis­
tic level. Therefore, strong support exists for analyzing the writing of 
L2 writers from the perspective of the Cultural Context Model.
The Cultural Context Model presents writers as part of an environment 
that influences them in all aspects of writing, both through schooling (the 
formal context) and through the whole community (the informal context).
The process of influence is seen to be an interactive one: The writer 
writes in the context of his or her total community and with the norms and 
expectations in relation to written text acquired through schooling. 
Purposes, tasks, topics, and audiences are also an integral part of the 
sociocultural context. Thus, writers may choose topics and tasks but those 
topics and tasks may not necessarily occur in the other culture. Similar­
ly, writers may select to write for particular audiences and have particu­
lar foci in mind for those audiences. However, these audiences are also a 
product of the same culture. By extension, the cognitive styles, the 
knowledge we have of the world, the context of our writing and thinking 
(schemata), the text and discourse styles, and the language systems and 
resources available to writers are as much products of the same culture as 
the writers themselves. More generally, the cultural context will inf­
luence writers through its definition of cognitive styles and the schemata 
acquired by its participants, through the conventions of text and discourse 
styles, and also through the range of linguistic and discourse resources
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available to create text (Kaplan, 1966; Scribner & Cole, 1981). Fowler 
(1977) expresses these ideas more concretely:
It [discourse] is the system of conventions which makes it 
possible to work and arrangements of words within the work.
The systematic organization of society (including the rules for 
writing) transcends and controls the individual, determining 
verbal patterns he or she can deploy or respond to. The writer 
can write meaningfully only within the possibilities provided 
by the systems of conventions, (p. 125)
Conceptual Framework
The researcher tried to follow the early studies on composing in 
terms of distinguishing between the cases such as experienced/inexperienced 
which was similar to the studies of Perl (1979) who used the terms 
skilled/unskilled and of Pianko (1979) who preferred using good/bad writers 
in order to find the possible differences and to make comparisons between 
the groups. The researcher modified a reading strategy inventory as a 
basis for a writing inventory in order to see what writing activities 
subjects have done recently. This also helped the researcher both classify 
the subjects as experienced or not and comment on whether they still need 
basic writing.
Even though writing process was not the intended aim of this study, 
in the strategies questionnaire, the researcher included some items related 
to the steps of process writing and subjects were asked both to answer how 
frequent they apply the strategies and also self-report on these 
strategies.
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY 
Data Collection Methods
Several data collection methods were used in this synthetic/heuristic 
study by the researcher to elicit information about low-level Turkish EFL 
students' writing process including composition writing, a questionnaire, a 
writing inventory, and a personal language background information form 
including a self-report part about writing and their difficulties. The 
researcher tried to discover the variables involved in the writings of low- 
level students rather than seeking the relationship between them. There­
fore, it was very convenient for the researcher to follow a more descrip­
tive manner and to look for striking findings to be interpreted.
Composition Writing
Since the researcher aimed to find out if LI affects L2 writing and 
if so, the extent to which LI writing affects L2 writing, the participants 
of this study were asked to compose in both Turkish and English. Having 
them write in both languages helped the researcher identify each subject's 
performances in both languages and consequently comment on their overall 
writing expertise (Friedlander, 1987), which was the first variable of the 
study. In addition to that, two other variables investigated were the 
transfer of literacy and writing strategies. In order to obtain informa­
tion about this point, the participants were asked to write on similar 
topics, which require similar rhetorical patterns and strategies, in 
Turkish and English (see Appendix B). Therefore, they were asked to write 
two descriptive-narrative compositions: in the first they described what 
people do on Halloween in English and in the second how Ramadan, a Turkish 
religious festival, is celebrated in Turkish. The second set of composi­
tions were compare-and-contrast type; the participants wrote a comparison 
essay on the differences between Turkish and European education systems in 
English and another essay on the different roles of Turkish women before 
and after the declaration of the republic. Therefore, in a four-week 
period they wrote four compositions: two in English and the other two in 
Turkish. As one might expect, it was designed to see what kinds of 
strategies they used while composing on a topic or a part of a topic that 
is culturally-familiar to them.
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For composition writing, the students were given blank paper with 
only the writing prompt on it, and all the writing sessions took place in a 
special classroom. The students wrote all together without asking any 
questions or exchanging ideas. The time allotted for each composition was 
20 minutes, but whenever more time was demanded by the subjects, extra time 
was given by the researcher. Only one of the subjects asked for additional 
10 minutes, but this didn’t effect the comparability of the products since 
he came late because of a quiz that he had to take in grammar. If he had 
spent this extra time writing on the topic, this might have affected the 
comparability.
Writing Task One
In the first week, the participants wrote the composition about 
Halloween, a festival that Western countries celebrate every year, in 
English. They were to write what this festival meant to European people 
and how this festival is celebrated. Many of the subjects wrote what they 
had learned from the movies, but some complained of not having enough 
information to write a composition and claimed that if they had enough 
information about the topic they would write better in terms of content. 
Writing Task Two
A similar descriptive-narrative task was given for the second week. 
The participants were asked to compose about a Turkish festival called 
Ramadan Bayrami in their mother-tongue, in order to see if there is a great 
difference in the compositions between a task that is culturally-unfami- 
liar and one that they are quite familiar with and is the part of their 
culture. They were expected to write better and longer compositions about 
the topics they are familiar with, using the right words and appropriate 
structures.
Writing Task Three
As the second type of the rhetorical pattern, a compare-and-contrast 
task was given to the subjects to compose in English. The participants 
have written a composition on the differences between the Turkish and 
Western countries’ education systems.
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Writing Task Four
In order to see the possible differences between the assigned writing 
tasks, the cases were given another topic that is familiar or at least 
related with their own culture. Each case wrote a composition about the 
differences between the roles of Turkish women in today's modern Turkish 
society and the ro es before the republic. They were expected to write 
more in length and quality because they knew the topic well.
Writing Strategies Questionnaire
One aim of the study was to find out which strategies the low-level 
Turkish EFL students use commonly and if there is any culturally-preferred 
strategies used by them. The researcher sought a previously prepared ques­
tionnaire, but unfortunately could not find one. Instead, the researcher 
modifi€;d a reading strategies inventory, emphasizing the strategies of 
process writing, such as drafting, inventing, and so forth. Moreover, some 
items about factors covered by the previous research like the use of LI 
(Turkish) in L2 writing were included in the questionnaire (see Appendix 
C). One aim of the study was to find out which strategies the low-level 
Turkish EFL students use commonly and if there is any culturally-preferred 
strategies used by them. Because of the descriptive purpose of this study, 
not only whether, but how frequently they use these strategies and if there 
is any differences in this frequency between experienced and inexperienced 
writers were investigated. That's why for each item, the participants were 
asked to respond with always, sometimes, or never. The subjects filled out 
the questionnaire at the end of the fourth week.
Writing Inventory Checklist
A checklist (see Appendix D) was given to the subjects in order to 
find out what types of writing experiences they had had in their LI writing 
courses and their L2 writing courses within the prep program before the 
study. In addition to this, the checklist was expected to reveal informa­
tion about if they need basic writing, or how much assistance they need in 
the form of basic writing. This could be very important in describing 
their writing due to the fact that the writing background in terms of 
previous activities may affect their overall performance. The same 
checklist was used both for LI and L2 to get possible information about the
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writing activities they have done in these two languages and to be able to 
derive conclusions on the strategies they have and the nature of the 
transfer of them. For LI, the checklist was translated into Turkish. The 
categories for the checklist are derived from Purves’ (1988, p.ll) and 
Laube*s (1990) discussion regarding culture and function of discourse.
Like the questionnaire, the cases filled out the checklist in the fourth 
week of data collection.
Personal Information Form and Self-Reports
In descriptive studies, in order to create case records it is 
necessary to gather as much information as possible about the cases’ 
educational and language backgrounds. The researcher developed a personal 
information form mainly including the names and location of the schools 
that each subject graduated from, the language medium of instruction, and 
the elective languages if any. Data concerning how long they have been 
studying English and whether they have taken any course called writing 
before coming to the university were also collected to identify if they 
have writing expertise and its reasons (see Appendix D). In addition to 
these, the researcher took notes about each subject while they were writing 
and also asked them to self-report about writing as a language activity, 
their writing ability, and the problems they have faced while writing for 
this study and in general.
Selection of Subjects
The subjects of the study were all university students enrolled in a 
language preparatory program in English and were about to finish the first 
term when this study was being conducted. The aim of the study was 
explained to them and they were asked if they would like to participate. A 
consent form (see Appendix A) was prepared by the researcher and given to 
the ones who volunteered to participate.
Since one of the criteria for case selection was to have low-level 
students, their Michigan Placement Test scores from January 1992 were used. 
Students who achieved between 25 and 30 in this exam were accepted as the 
low-level English proficiency students and called to take part in the pilot 
study in order to identify the right cases meeting the other criteria of 
writing expertise in LI and L2.
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In the pilot study, thirty candidates who scored between 25 and 30, 
and whom the researcher simply chose from the prep program randomly wrote 
two compositions: one in Turkish and the other in English. For both of the 
languages, TWE scoring guide was used to determine whether they were compe­
tent in LI, L2, or both (see Appendix F). In this 6 point scale holistic 
grading guide, the students who were given a grade either equal to or 
greater than 4 were accepted as good writers and the ones whose grades were 
either equal to or less than 3 were considered as insufficient or incompe­
tent writers. In order to decide on the subjects' writing performances in 
Turkish, TWE was used to assess the Turkish samples as well. The 
researcher translated the scoring guide into Turkish and had it approved by 
one of the assistant professors teaching Turkish.
Six university teachers, three teach EFL writing, and the other three 
were teaching Turkish writing, who volunteered to participate in the study 
as the raters. The raters graded almost 30 papers until they reached a 
consensus of at least 85 percent, which took 4 hours of meeting in blocks 
of two hours, and during the selection and the main study, they were asked 
to regrade some papers in order to check their validity and reliability. 
After regrading, the scores were found to be the same by the each rater 
with 90% agreement, i.e., high intra-rater reliability.
The raters graded the written compositions of 30 candidates and 
assigned scores according to TWE for both English and Turkish. After that, 
the researcher had to choose the six cases for the study among the ones who 
met the criteria of expertise. The researcher chose 6 cases carefully 
according to their language proficiency, and their writing expertise in 
both LI and L2: (a) one student with low English proficiency, low LI and
high L2 writing expertise; (b) one student with low English proficiency, 
high LI and high L2 writing expertise; (c) one student with low English 
proficiency, low LI and low L2 writing expertise; (d) one student with low 
English proficiency, high LI and low L2 writing expertise; (e) one student 
with comparatively high English proficiency (47), high LI and low L2 
writing expertise; (f) one student with high English proficiency (50), high 
LI and high L2 writing expertise. The reason the researcher chose subjects 
e and f was to see if proficiency would yield any difference between the
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written productions of the proficient and unproficient student writers in 
terms of quality, and writing expertise in both Turkish and English. It 
could also help the researcher check the attitudes of proficient and 
unproficient writers to writing.
Five subjects, among six were females.
The Case Records 
Subject One
This subject is from middle Anatolia, and had English as an elective 
course in her secondary and high school education. She has been studying 
English for 7 years and has never had a course named writing in English 
before coming to university. Her Michigan Proficiency score was 27 and she 
was chosen as the case with low LI and high English writing expertise. She 
explained her enthusiasm for participating in research and felt quite happy 
to be of help to the researcher and to the students who would come later 
and hopefully benefit from this study. In addition to this, she stated 
that she loves writing as a communication activity, but has some serious 
difficulties in English because of her limited range of vocabulary. She 
honestly expressed that she has never learnt how to write, and added "I can 
write in Turkish because I know the words and Turkish grammar."
Subject Two
The second subject selected by the researcher is from the Aegean 
Coast of Turkey with 28 proficiency score from Michigan Placement Test, and 
low LI and low L2 writing expertise. She has been studying English for 7 
years and hasn’t taken any writing course in English until she was enrolled 
to the preparatory program of the university. "Writing is the second 
lesson I love after grammar", she said and added that the only difficulty 
for her is the vocabulary. She looked very excited on the first day while 
writing, which could effect the quality and quantity of her writing. After 
the researcher encouraged her, she seemed to write more comfortably.
Subject Three
He is from the Mediterranean Coast of Turkey and a year older than 
the others because he failed in 1992 and has to repeat the prep program 
this year. His proficiency score is 29 and he is found to have high LI and 
low L2 writing expertise. He thinks that writing is an essential skill
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which needs to be taught and believes that writing and grammar are intert­
wined and views writing as a lesson where grammar should be practised.
Subject Four
She is from the middle Anatolia and had 21 as the proficiency score. 
Her writing expertise in LI and L2 were found to be high. Like the others, 
she has been learning English for 7 years and has never participated in a 
writing course in English before the university. For her, writing is an 
effective communication means because people can write down the things they 
wouldn't express orally.
Subject Five
She comes from the west of Turkey and is the youngest among the 
others. Her proficiency score is comparatively high, 47, and she is found 
to have high writing expertise in both LI and L2. Similarly, it is her 7th 
year learning English and she hasn't taken a writing course in English 
before. Saying "It all depends on my mood. If I feel ok, I write well. 
Otherwise, my composition is awful," she indicates that writing is a 
cognitively demanding task and closely related with one's psychological 
condition.
Subject Six
This subject is from a touristic area in middle Anatolia with a high 
proficiency score, 50. Her writing expertise are high in LI and low in L2. 
She doesn't like writing and tries to avoid writing as much as possible.
She doesn't believe that she is a good writer, either.
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CHAPTER 4 PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Compositions
The first type of data is quantitative based on subjects' composi­
tions ratings. They composed four times and they were assigned a score 
according to TWE by the raters trained previously.
Influence of Experience on Written Products 
In Table 1, the mean values of their scores were calculated and used 
in the proceeding sections in the discussion related to the research 
questions.
Table 1
TWE Scores of the Subjects by the Raters
Subjects’ TURKISH ENGLISH
L1/L2 Experience Task 2 Task 4 Task 1 Task 3
1 (low Ll/high L2) 3/2/2 2/2/2 4/4/4 4/5/5
2 (low Ll/low L2) 3/3/3 3/2/2 2/2/2 2/3/3
3 (high Ll/low L2) 5/4/5 6/6/5 2/2/2 6/6/5
4 (high Ll/high 12) 5/5/4 5/6/4 4/4/5 4/4/4
5 (high Ll/high L2) 5/6/6 5/6/6 4/4/4 4/5/6
6 (high Ll/low L2) 4/5/5 5/6/5 2/3/3 2/3/2
Mean Values 4. 13 3.161
LI: Turkish L2: English
Table 1 displays the researcher's categories of the subjects'
expertise as experienced and inexperienced writers. The subjects' TWE 
scores appeared as expected, i.e., the subjects, for instance, with low LI 
and low L2 writing expertise was given grades <3 according to TWE. The 
data also reveals very important information about second language profi­
ciency and the quality of compositions in L2. The proficient subjects, 
subjects 5 and 6, seem to write longer compositions than the less 
proficient ones and their written products seem to be of better quality.
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Mean Values of Subjects* Composition Scores Based on Proficiency
Table 2
Subjects English
Proficient (5+6) 
Unproficient (1+2+3+4)
3.50
3.66
The striking difference seems to appear in English compositions where 
the proficient subject (6) performed worse than the unproficient and 
inexperienced ones (1+2), both <3. Similarly, the mean values of English 
compositions of unproficient subjects (3+4) were higher than that of the 
proficient one (6), respectively 4.25 and 2.50.
It seems that the experience in English doesn't have an effect on LI 
writing while the contrary holds true for expertise in LI. That is to say, 
one with a high expertise in L2 doesn't necessarily write well in LI, but 
if one has got strong Ll writing expertise, this may be reflected in L2 
writing.
When it comes to the matter of experience, i.e., whether having 
writing expertise or not, it is found that experienced and inexperienced 
subjects within the same language proficiency performed the same, i.e., the 
mean values of both subject 5 and subjects 3 and 4 were found to be above 
4.0, and the mean values of subject 6 and subjects 1 and 2 were found to be 
less than 3. This suggests that so long as the students are trained well 
in their Ll and taught rhetorical patterns as substantiated in the domi­
nance of subjects responses in the writing inventory (see. Table 3 on page 
30), they compose well in a second language. Also, the subjects applied 
their Ll writing expertise to their L2 process and with the help of the 
expertise they used their cognitive and meta-cognitive abilities to produce 
better structured essays in L2.
Influence of Culturally-(Un)Familiar Topics on Compositions
As discussed previously one of the research questions was about 
culturally-preferred strategies and that's why the researcher assigned to 
similar topics to be written, one in Turkish and the other in English. The
following table, Table 3, displays the mean values of the compositions of 
all the subjects based on whether the topic is a culturally-unfamiliar 
topic or a familiar one. It seems from the table that regardless of 
subjects' proficiency levels, and writing expertise, the mean values for 
familiar topics are higher than the ones for unfamiliar ones. That implies 
that provided that they know the topic and have experienced them previous­
ly, the students are able to perform well and their compositions are likely 
to be as good as those written by skilled student writers.
Table 3
Mean Values of Composition Scores Based on (Un)Familiarity of Topics
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Topic
Mean Value
Halloween Ramadan Education Women's Combined 
Fest Fest System Roles Value
Culturally-Unfamiliar 
Culturally-Familiar
3.16 3.44
4.16 4.28
3.30
4.22
The following table. Table 4, illustrates the mean scores of the 
experienced LI student writers' compositions, and it is obvious from the 
table that experienced subjects performed better than the inexperienced 
ones in both languages.
Table 4
Mean Values of Composition Scores Based on LI Experience
Subjects Turkish
Experienced (3+4+5+6) 
Inexperienced (1+2)
4.62
4.50
The proficiency level was also important, but its role seems to be minor in 
affecting the quality of the written products. Of course, the more 
proficient the writers, the more proficient the writers, the higher scores 
were given.
24
Transfer of LI strategies
The proficient-experienced writers were found to transfer their 
writing strategies easily and successfully to second language writing while 
the unproficient-inexperienced ones had problems with the transfer. The 
mean values and the analysis of compositions seem to confirm this finding. 
The subjects who were experienced wrote better compositions and were 
assigned similar scores above 4 implying that they achieved the writing 
tasks adequately enough. On the other hand, the mean values of the written 
products of the inexperienced ones show that these subjects seem to be 
still learning basic writing and strategies. Table 2 also reveals that 
proficiency was not a factor involved in the transfer at all since the 
proficient but not experienced subject (6) could not achieve a score >3.
Writing Strategies Questionnaire
As mentioned previously, the researcher sought a questionnaire, but 
could not find one. Instead, the researcher modified a reading strategies 
inventory, emphasizing the strategies of process writing, such as drafting, 
inventing, and so forth. Moreover, some factors covered by the previous 
research like the use of LI (Turkish) in L2 writing were included in the 
questionnaire. The researcher has analyzed the responses displayed in 
table 5 in the following page and paid attention to the most striking 
strategies to discuss in detail later in this section.
Culturallv-Familiar Topics
The writing strategies questionnaire, especially items 14 and 17, 
provides some information on what the subjects of this study feel about 
culturally-familiar topics. All the subjects think that they perform 
better when there is a preceding discussion, and they report that they 
experience difficulties in writing on some topics, especially about the 
ones they don't know much about. In addition to that, in these situations, 
only except the proficient and/or experienced ones, the subjects reported 
that they panic because of having no idea to write. One of the subjects 
signal the importance of the topic by saying "When I see that the writing 
task is unfamiliar, I understand that my composition will be weak and full 
of discourse error errors, "which is supported by the findings of this 
study.
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Subjects* Responses to Writing Strategies Questionnaire
Table 5
Number of responses 
A S  N
Name of the Strategy
3 3  0 Before I write in English, I ask myself questions
about the information that will be needed.
5 1  0 When I write in English, I write anything down that
I can think of the topic and later I decide which 
which one to include or exclude.
1 5  0 When I write in English, I feel the need to look up
words in the dictionary.
1 3  2 When I write in English, I write some words in
Turkish and look up for them later on.0 2  4 When I write in English, I prefer to write in
Turkish and then translate into English.
3 3  0 When I write in English, I don't pay attention to
spelling and grammar. Instead, I check them later.
3 3  0 When I finish writing, I read the whole prose and
change some parts which aren't suitable.
5 0  1 When I finish writing, I read the whole text and
correct only the mistakes of spelling and grammar.
0 4  2 When I get my composition back with feedback on, I
follow the feedback and make necessary changes 
according to the feedback.
1 4  1 When I write in English, I always think about the
reader and try to be sure about my ideas' clearity.
0 4  1 When I write in English, I stop writing and read the
parts I have written to know whether I'm on the 
right track.
2 2  2 When I'm to write on something I don't know, I start
to panic and can't write anything.
5 1 0  If the teacher gives information on the topic or
opens a discussion before writing, I write better.
1 3  2 There have been times that after writing a draft, I
found it bad and changed the whole draft.
1 2 3  I write once and don't revise any compositions.
3 3 0  I have problems with some topics in writing what I
think and in organizing my thought in a proper way.
A: Always S: Sometimes N: Never
Strategies Used by Low-Level Students 
This instrument showed that the student writers of this study as a 
group used very limited strategies, i.e., the responses of inexperienced 
subjects differed from the experienced ones, for example, while the experi­
enced ones used brainstorming always the inexperienced used this specific 
strategy sometimes. The self-reports on the writing strategies question­
naire also support the subjects' usage of brainstorming, and writing their 
ideas down before drafting. Another example is revising after the first 
draft before handing it in which illustrated the same picture: only the 
experienced writers used a lot where the others sometimes. Another 
strategy that reveals information about the transfer is the monitoring.
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i.e·, following what is being written in terms of grammar and spelling.
Only the inexperienced ones are found to use this strategy a lot whereas 
the others seem to be using it sometimes or never. Since these exemplified 
strategies are the ones they learnt in their LI writing courses, it is 
possible to conclude that the experienced subjects are more successful in 
the transfer of the strategies and in using them effectively in a second 
language where as this transfer seems to be negative for inexperienced 
ones.
In addition to that, while composing they do not pay attention to 
grammar and spelling, and revise their first draft before handing it in. 
Moreover, as mentioned before in the discussion of background knowledge, 
they all believe that they perform better if there is previous discussion 
of the topic, but only the unproficient and/or inexperienced writers were 
found to panic when there is no previous discussion so that they feel they 
do not have any ideas to write. Another strategy worth mentioning is the 
excessive use of the dictionary, especially as "always" by the unproficient 
ones during composing. The other subjects reported using dictionary but 
not as often as the two unproficient writers, who especially after finish­
ing drafting, look up the words they are not sure of. Another finding 
about the strategies is that only the proficient/experienced subject 
reported to have a reader in mind and made the effort to convey the message 
to the imaginary reader. In the other extreme, there is the unproficient 
and inexperienced subject who never thought of a reader and of clarity, and 
wrote down whatever he wanted.
Influence of Writing Expertise on Composing Process
The strategies included in the questionnaire do not reveal much 
information on the relationship of the expertise and composing process 
except about brainstorming and listing and organizing the ideas, which were 
also very common to most of the subjects of this study. For brainstorming, 
the strategy that they have learnt in their writing courses in Turkish, 
three of the high expertise subjects reported that they always use this 
strategy and the other three who lack the expertise answered with some­
times. For the second strategy, organization and listing the ideas, except 
for the unproficient-inexperienced ones, all the subjects reported that
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they always use this strategy. The answer of the unproficient and inex­
perienced ones were never, which shows that proficiency— as well as 
training— has a positive effect on this since the proficient-inexperienced 
student writer used this strategy a lot.
Writing Inventory
In order to find out whether students had experienced the writing 
tasks of the study, an inventory (Purves, 1988; Laube, 1990) was given to 
the students. Table 6 shows the analysis of the checklist. The dominance 
of the checks on the inventory meant that they had experienced this type 
writing either ii LI or L2 writing courses. Besides this, the inventory 
was designed to give information about whether the students need basic 
writing, which would be so in the case that there is a predominance of no 
responses. The inventory includes the types of the activities that the 
subjects might have experienced recently. It is possible to group the 
activities under under three main headings: a) copying oral/written 
discourse (items 1-5), b) organization of known (items 6-14), and c) 
generation of form and content (items 15-21). Under each heading possible 
activities are listed and students are asked to check the ones that they 
had experienced. For LI, the inventory was translated into Turkish and 
given on a separate sheet of paper. But, for the ease of illustration and 
comparison, the researcher displayed the responses of students for both 
Turkish and English in the same table. The discussion follows in the 
proceeding section.
Transfer of Strategies
The checklist for the writing inventory confirms that experience 
plays an important role in the transfer of strategies since it shows that 
the writing tasks assigned by the researcher were of the types that they 
have experienced enough in their LI writing courses. Otherwise, the re­
searcher would expect to find data reflecting the possible difficulties of 
subjects related to topic choice in subjects' responses for writing 
checklist.
Relationship between Background Knowledge and Composing
The inventory which was given in the form of a checklist showed that 
the topics assigned were of the types that they have practised enough in
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their schools both in Turkish and English since there is a dominance of 
responses both on the second category (organization of known) and the third 
one (generation of form and content).
Table 6
Subjects' responses for English and Turkish to 
Writing Inventory
Number of 
responses 
Eng Turkish
Type of the writing activity done recently
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10 
11 
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
0
0
2
1
6
4
1
2
0
4
2
2
5
3 
1 
2
4 
2 
3
4
2
5 
3
6 
5
3
4 
2
5 
3 
2
6
2
2
4
3
4 
2
filled out forms (registration, applications, surveys,etc)
taken messages from phone calls
written down info from a tv or radio broadcast
copied a phone number or address from a phone book or a
magazine
taken class notes 
made a lists of things to do 
made an agenda for a meeting 
kept a shopping (grocery) list
kept lab or other observational notes to write a report 
written directions to your home or some other place 
written down a recipe
explained in writing how to do something (wash clothes, 
change the oil in your car)
made a written list of chores for someone else (a car 
mechanic, a child or a spouse, a landlord) 
a letter to a friend or family member 
a story, poem, song
a proposal (research, budget, marketing, etc) 
a research paper 
a letter requesting information
a letter complaining about some service or product 
a review of a movie, or any musical, dance or dramatic 
performance
a letter to the editor
The lack of responses for the first category seems quite reasonable due to 
the fact that they had already covered the activities categorized under the 
title copying oral/written discourse. This means that they made use of the 
previous training while composing in a second language and did not have 
much difficulty in their process except with the topic's being culturally- 
unfamiliar their not having enough knowledge to use as a starter in compos­
ing. Especially the first and the second items in the third category, 
letter and story writing, are worth mentioning here because of their being
29
descriptive-narrative discourse structure. Since the majority of the 
subjects had recently written them and consequently experienced the dis­
course structure, they found the writing tasks easy and composed well as 
compared to the ones they did not know anything about.
Self-Reports
Influence of Expertise on Composing
The self-reports from the subjects on writing show that only the 
inexperienced writers suffer from not being able to compose in English and 
this may be explained by their inadequate training in writing in their 
first language. They claim that as it happens in LI, they don't know what 
and how to write, whereas, the experienced ones don't have such a diffi­
culty. Instead, they say that they try to apply the writing strategies 
they have learnt in their LI writing courses to second language writing.
The success of this transfer seems to be related to language proficiency as 
well, i.e., the proficient student writers, in their self-reports, mention 
that they easily transfer what they learnt, and the scores and the quality 
of their written products appear to confirm this finding in Table 1 on page 
23 in which for the experienced writers the mean values for English are 
also >4.
The analysis of the reflections on writing suggests a distinction 
between the experienced and inexperienced subjects. The experienced 
subjects stated that they liked writing and did not view their writing as 
weak or deficient since they knew that what they were to do was to transfer 
their previous knowledge from LI to L2 writing. On the other hand, 
especially the inexperienced writers reported their struggling in writing 
because they did not know what to write about and how to organize the ideas 
in the expected patterns. Moreover, they suffered from not being able to 
improve any strategies to better their writing, and they blamed the present 
education system for not teaching the basics of writing in middle and high 
schools, which caused them to spend their time in university learning basic 
writing instead of being taught how to compose in a second language and how 
to write fore academic purposes. This distinction of the subjects implies 
that experienced or expert students writers perform better and face no 
difficulty in their processes while the inexperienced ones suffer from the
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lack of both basics of writing and strategies.
Transfer of LI Strategies to L2 Writing 
The researcher asked the subjects to comment on transfer of their 
writing strategies and skills in the self-report section of the personal 
information form. The experienced subjects did not comment on the transfer 
of LI strategies at all while the inexperienced ones reported that they 
face serious difficulties in transfer due to the fact that they are never 
sure if the transfer will work or not, and that they are quite busy with 
monitoring their grammar and spelling consequently not having enough time 
to consider the strategies at all.
Background Knowledge and Its Effect on Composing 
Also revealed by the self-reports and as happened with the first 
task, they complained about the difficulty of the topic for them due to the 
lack information clearly expressed by one of the subjects as "How am I 
supposed to know European education system and write a composition on 
something that I don't have any idea." Other evidence comes from the self- 
reports again that one of the female subjects stated that if she had had 
more time, she could have written more on this topic because she felt that 
there were a lot to write about the writing task on Turkish women's roles 
in the society.
Summary
The researcher discusses these findings and their importance in terms 
of describing subjects' writing in the following section. Chapter 5 
Results. The researcher also compares his findings with the findings of 
the researchers who led him to do research on writings of low-level EFL 
students, and attempts to derive some conclusions for pedagogical implica­
tions and for further research.
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CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSIONS 
Summary
In light of the analysis of both the quantitative and the qualitative 
data, it is possible to conclude that the writing processes of both the 
proficient and unproficient student writers and the experienced and 
inexperienced student writers show great differences in the possible 
influences and the presence of the factors covered in the research ques­
tions. According to the findings discussed previously, the students who 
lacked the writing expertise in LI produced weak compositions because of 
not being able to establish a positive strategy transfer and to handle 
culturally-unfamiliar topics.
Another finding displayed in the data was that the low-level students 
who participated in this study used very limited writing strategies because 
they had not mastered basic writing yet. In addition to that, it was very 
important for them to produce compositions that do not include any grammar 
or spelling mistakes, which in turn affected their productions negatively 
because they had to monitor what they were writing. Since all subjects 
suffered from their limited vocabulary, it was not striking to find out 
that most of the subjects of this study felt the need to use dictionary 
while composing even though the amount of dictionary usage might vary from 
the proficient ones to the unproficient ones. It is understood that the 
former tended to use the dictionary when necessary, but the latter overused 
it and even looked up almost all the words either to double check or this 
usage became a habit for them.
The study revealed another finding that the subjects who had a 
negative attitude about writing for whatever reasons (including its being 
an underestimated language skill and its difficulty) had more difficulties 
in composing and the quality of writing was very weak. On the other hand, 
the subjects who reported to love writing did not face the same type of 
difficulties and performed better in composing.
Another factor to be analyzed was the possible influence of LI on 
composing. It is found that LI played an important role in L2 writing in 
terms of rhetoric and familiarity of the tasks. Eventhough, this study did 
not intend to investigate whether they used translation as a strategy or
not, the data revealed some information on this issue. Translation was 
found to influence the subjects* writings negatively in this study. The 
subjects complained about thinking in LI and even writing in LI and trying 
to translate into a second language (English). They stated that this took 
time as well as caused them to lose control on the written production, 
which in the end led them to produce deficient and odd sounding composi­
tions. The proficiency levels and the issue of being experienced played a 
positive role in the usage of LI such as the subjects who had not mastered 
L2 proficiency and the ones who were inexperient writers used LI more than 
the others.
As supported by Table 1, TWE scores assigned for Turkish written 
products of proficient and unproficient subjects had mean values equal to 
or higher than 3 which means that all the subjects are accepted as good 
writers according to the criteria set up by the researcher.
The only contradiction was displayed in Table 1, that proficient 
subjects did not perform well in English compared to the unproficient ones. 
This may only be explained by their being busy studying for their final 
exam at that time since these subjects explained that they both love 
English and they try to use strategies like brainstorming, idea generating 
in their self-reports where as the other two did not mention using any.
Evaluation of the Study
The results of this study that there was a negative relationship 
between culturally-unfamiliar topics and composing process, and that 
writing about the topic related to their first language ended up with 
better written products support the findings of Friedlander’s (1990) study 
on first language effects on L2 composing.
In contrast to Zamel (1983) whose subjects followed the activities of 
planning, drafting, reading, and revising throughout the composing process, 
the subjects of this study were found to use these strategies in a limited 
way and there was a noticeable difference in the strategy usages of 
experienced and inexperienced students as in Raimes* (1985) study.
Again another finding of this study, the presence of the transfer of 
LI writing strategies to L2 writing confirmed the findings of Jones and 
Tetroe (1987) whose studies also revealed that the student writers transfer
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both good and bad writing skills. This study also supports Edelsky (1986), 
who made a similar argument based on her study of bilingual children's 
writing development. Like this study, Edelsky's and Jones-Tetroe's studies 
found that this transfer was independent of language proficiency, which 
affected only the quantity of writing and planning. She also found that 
young writers applied what they had learnt about writing in Spanish to 
writing in English. Just as Zamel (1983) and Raimes (1985) noted, this 
study showed that second language writers differed from one another in 
terms of how they approached the task of writing and how effectively they 
made use of a variety of strategies.
It was found that the effect of translation was negative on composing 
process because it slowed down the student writers participated in the 
study, and this finding was in harmony with the study of Arapoff (1967). 
However, it contrasts with the studies of Chelala (1981), Lay (1982), 
Johnson (1985), and Jones and Tetroe (1987) which claimed the switches to 
first language helped students write better through the retrieval of topic 
information.
Pedagogical Implications
As it is obvious from the findings of the study that EFL teachers 
should pay attention to students' processes rather than their products due 
to the fact that one's writing well does not mean that he has achieved 
mastery in writing completely and does not have a problem at all. The mean 
values of subjects has shown that even though they performed well in 
writing in English, Turkish or both, they still had problems in writing.
In addition to that their self-reports obviously show that they still 
struggle with rhetorics and sometimes it is impossible for them to write 
anything down in spide of their high level of mastery. EFL teachers should 
understand the benefits of using a process approach and follow the class­
room activities of the approach carefully, such as brainstorming, drafting, 
revision, and finalizing and journal keeping. It may also help the 
students improve their writing if journal keeping is encouraged by the 
teacher. This may enhance the understanding of rhetoric, and they might be 
able to improve their writing strategies through the guidance of their EFL 
teacher.
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Another important device that might impro-’^e students' writing can be 
correct style of feedback, the type which gives as much importance not only 
to the use of language but also to cognitive process of writing. In the 
self-reports and the writing strategy questionnaire, the subjects also 
reported that the feedback given by the teacher was far away from guiding 
them to become better writers. They thought the type of the feedback given 
to them was mostly of language use.
One other issue is the student population within a class. Only the 
students having the same level of proficiency and expertise should be 
placed into the same classes as much as possible. The role of expertise, 
i.e., the previous training in LI is very crucial; therefore, a pre-test 
could be given to the students and the. ones who lack expertise can be 
supplied with LI writing instruction until they catch up with the others, 
which suggests also a possible and interesting experimental study to be 
conducted in the future.
Implications for Further Research
It is obvious from the discussion and results chapter that the 
writing process should be investigated in more depth. The questions of 
whether LI affects L2 writing in EFL contexts, what types of strategies are 
used and why, and how and to which extent LI writing strategies are 
transferred to L2 writing. Instruments which provide data about the 
factors should be developed and tested very carefully in a way that they 
cover what is intended to be investigated. Especially while having a 
process-based study, think-aloud protocols —  a data collection instrument 
which is a widely used and proven to be rich in terms of information —  can 
be used. The topics to be used as writing tasks of the study and the items 
of the questionnaires should be piloted in order to be sure of their 
reliability and validity.
This study followed the popular research methodology, case study, but 
it could yield more information if an ethnographic study was applied.
These studies take longer periods and mostly include not only think-aloud 
protocols, but also naturalistic observations. They also enable the 
researcher to observe the subjects more closely, which helps him to 
understand and describe their writing behaviours. I believe they will
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reveal much more about composing process and will be of great contribution 
to the field of writing because writing is closely related to culture such 
that each society has its own widely disparate discourse structures.
Another issue which needs further research is the gender difference. 
This study did not intend to investigate the possible influence of gender 
on composing. Still, five subjects among six were females, and this might 
have influenced only the written products they had about the roles of 
Turkish women in terms of lenght not quality in this study. Because they 
all were enthusiastic about the research and tried to do their best in 
order to illustrate the right picture. A study which will compare the 
composing processes of genders may enhance the understanding of gender 
influence.
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Informed Consent Form
Dear participant:
You are being asked to participate in a study of education about student 
writing in order to see how Turkish EFL students compose and the possible 
effect of thei.r first language writing on writing in English. This study 
is a descriptive study of the writing process.
The researcher is going to keep your identity secret so that your 
privacy will not be risked. You are also free to withdraw from the study 
at any time you feel uncomfortable.
Your participation will improve our understanding of writing process. 
This may help us to teach writing more effectively. I would like to thank 
for your valuable help in advance.
Adnan Efe
MA TEFL PROGRAM 
BILKENT UNIVERSITY 
ANKARA
Dr. Linda Laube
MA TEFL PROGRAM 
BILKENT UNIVERSITY 
ANKARA
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Appendix A
I have read the instruction above and understood that I am both free to 
participate and withdraw any time I want, and there is no risk in 
participating.
I hereby accept to help you with your research by participating your 
study.
Name:--
School :- 
Class:—
Signature:-
Writing Tasks assigned to the Subjects
Task 1
Write a composition about Halloween,a festival that Western countries 
celebrate every year. (In English, max. 80-100 words)
Task 2
Write about the Turkish festival called Ramadan, and how it is celebrat­
ed in Turkey. (In Turkish, max. 80-100 words)
Task 3
Compare and contrast the differences between Turkish and European 
education systems. (In English, max. 80-100 words)
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Appendix B
Task 4
Compare and contrast the roles of Turkish women before the republic and 
our modern life. (In Turkish, max. 80-100 words)
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Writing Strategies Questionnaire
Appendix C
Number of responses Name of the Strategy
A S N
- - - Before I write in English^ I ask myself questions 
about the information that will be needed.
— — — When I write in English, I write anything down that 
I can think of the topic and later I decide which 
which one to include or exclude.
- - - When I write in English, I feel the need to look up 
woids in the dictionary.
- - - When I write in English, I write some words in 
Turkish and look up for them later on.
- - - When I write in English, I prefer to write in 
Turkish and then translate into English.
- - - When I write in English, I don't pay attention to 
spelling and grammar. Instead, I check them later.
- - - When I finish writing, I read the whole prose and 
change some parts which aren't suitable.
- - - When I finish writing, I read the whole text and 
correct only the mistakes of spelling and grammar.
— “ When I get my composition back with feedback on, I 
follow the feedback and make necessary changes 
according to the feedback.
- - - When I write in English, I always think about the 
reader and try to be sure about my ideas' clearity.
— — — When I write in English, I stop writing and read the 
parts I have written to know whether I'm on the 
right track.
- - - When I'm to write on something I don't know, I start 
to panic and can't write anything.
- - - If the teacher gives information on the topic or 
opens a discussion before writing, I write better.
- - - There have been times that after writing a draft, I 
found it bad and changed the whole draft.
- - - I write once and don't revise any compositions.
I have problems with some topics in writing what I 
think and in organizing my thought in a proper way.
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Checklist For Writing Inventory
Appendix D
Number of 
responses
Type of the writing activity done recently
filled out forms (registration, applications, surveys,etc)
taken messages from phone calls
written down info from a tv or radio broadcast
copied a phone number or address from a phone book or a
magazine
taken class notes 
made a lists of things to do 
made an agenda for a meeting 
kept a shopping (grocery) list
kept lab or other observational notes to write a report 
written directions to your home or some other place 
written down a recipe
explained in writing how to do something (wash clothes, 
change the oil in your car)
made a written list of chores for someone else (a car 
mechanic, a child or a spouse, a landlord) 
a letter to a friend or family member 
a story, poem, song
a proposal (research, budget, marketing, etc) 
a research paper 
a letter requesting information
a letter complaining about some service or product 
a review of a movie, or any musical, dance or dramatic 
performance 
a letter to the editor
The categories of this checklist are derived from A. Purves' (1988: 11) 
discussion regarding culture and function of discourse and Laube’s (1990)
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Date of Birth:-
Educational Background 
Name of the gchool
Personal Information Form
Personal Information Form 
---------  Place of Birth:
Appendix E
Participant No:-
City Educational Lang/ Lang
How long have you been studying English: years;
Have you ever taken any course in English related with writing before?
-----  Y ------- N
WRITE WHAT YOU THINK ABOUT WRITING ACTIVITIES AND YOUR WRITING ABILITIES. 
PLEASE INCLUDE INFORMATION ABOUT THE DIFFICULTIES (IF ANY) YOU HAD WHILE 
WRITING FOR THE STUDY. (You can write in English or in Turkish as you wish)
Test of Written English (TWE)
Readers will assign scores based on tlie following scoring guide. Though examinees are asked to write on a specific topic, parts of the topic may be 
treated by implication. Readers should focus on what the examinee does 
well.
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Appendix F
Scores
6 Demonstrates clear competence in writing on both the rhetorical and 
syntactic levels, though it may have occasional errors.
A paper in this category
- effectively addresses the writing task
- is well organized and well developed
- uses clearly appropriate details to support a thesis or 
illustrate ideas
- displays consistent facility in the use of language
- demonstrates syntactic variety and appropriate word choice
5 Demonstrates competence in writing on both the rhetorical and
syntactic levels, though it will probably have occasional errors.
A paper in this category
- may address some parts of the task more effectively than others
- is generally well organized and developed- uses details to support a thesis or illustrate an idea
- displays facility in the use of language
- demonstrates some sycntactic variety and range of vocabulary
4 Demonstrates minimal competence in writing on both the rhetorical and 
syntactic levels.
A paper in this category
- addresses the writing topic adequately but may slight parts of 
the task
- is adequately organized and developed
- uses some details to support a thesis or illustrate an idea
- demonstrates adequate but possibly inconsistent facility with 
syntax and usage
- may contain some errors that occasionally obscure meaning
3 Demonstarates some developing competence in writing, but it remains 
flawed on either the rhetorical or syntactic level, or both.
A paper in this category may reveal one or more of the following 
weaknesses :
- inadequate organization or development
- inappropriate or insufficient details to support or illustrate 
generalizations
- a noticeably inappropriate choice of words or word forms
- an accumulation of errors in sentence structure and/or usage
2 Suggests incompetence in writing.
A paper in this category is seriously flawed by one or more of the 
following weaknesses:
- serious disorganization or underdevelopment 
“ little or no detail, or irrelevant specifies
- serious and frequent errors in sentence structure or usage
- serious problems with focus
1 Demonstrates incompetence in writing.
A paper in this category
- may be incoherent
- may be undeveloped
- may contain severe and persistent writing errors
Papers that reject the assignment or fail to address the question must be 
given to the Table Leader. Papers that exhibit absolutely no response at 
all must also be given to the Table Leader.
